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Tuesday, November 14, 2006, 1:30 PM to 3:30 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on Tuesday, November 14 at 1:30 pm Central Standard Time (CST) by Stephen McCann.  The chair then reviewed the following topics from the agenda (11-06/1653r1):

· Attendance reminder

· IEEE Policies and Procedures

· IEEE Patent policy

· IEEE Copyright policy

· Agenda review

· Emergency alerts and IBSS mode were added to the agenda at the end of Tuesday under the heading "Open issues"

· The revised agenda was approved by unaninmous consent (24 attendees present)

· Approvals of the minutes of past meetings

· September 2006 meeting minutes (document 11-06/1441r3)

· The chair asked for corrections; none were required

· The chair moved for approval by unanimous consent

· There was no objection from the task group, so the minutes are approved
· November 7, 2006 teleconference (document 11-06/1667r0)

· The chair asked for corrections; none were required
· The chair moved for approval by unanimous consent
· No objection from the task group, so the minutes are approved

· November 13, 2006 ad hoc (document 11-06/1749r1)

· The chair asked for corrections or comments; none were made
· The chair moved for approval by unanimous consent

· No objection from the task group, so the minutes are approved

· Approval of agenda and goals
Agenda item: Liason letters
· Stephen McCann has drafted liason letters (no document numbers available yet)

· 3GPP SA3: Two issues: remove MAC address anonymity, and request more information about "link layer encryption indicators"

· 3GPP SA2: Their inter-working document is at odds with TGu, and we must coordinate better.  We plan two liason letters.

· IETF ECRIT
· Wi-Fi Alliance
Agenda item: Emergency services
· At an emergency services workshop, it was discussed that the FCC may require emergency alert capability.  Depending on the final FCC rules, it may be necessary to include emergency services within the TGu draft as a new requirement.

· Alistair Buttar: Presented on this topic a year ago (doc# 05/1119r0)

· Stephen McCann: Not aware of a mandate being put on WLAN.

· Dave Stephenson: Concerned that such a mandate and developing proposals may take time.

· Response (Stephen McCann): We currently hope for letter ballot in January/March, but there is a possibility that letter ballot may receive a comment that requires resolving emergency alerts anyway.

· Alistair Buttar: FCC has put up a web site that we can study

· As far as Stephen is aware, we are the only IEEE 802 group with concerns on emergency support.

Discussion: TGu Requirements (11-05/822r12), Necati Canpolat
· Changed R12A1 to "not required, out of scope" from "not required, optional"

· Need to amend requirements to remove MAC address anonymity due to lack of justification from 3GPP.
Motion: "Move to direct the editor to remove 'Protection Cluster' in TGu Requirements doc 05/822r12.  The document will then be updated to r13."

· Moved by Necati Canpolat, seconded by Andrew Myles
· Discussion on the motion

· Dave Stephenson: Speak in favor of motion.  The MAC address is so fundamental to 802.11 that there are potential large ripple effects to using temporary addresses.

· No objection to calling the question

· Vote: 17 in favor, 0 not in favor, 7 abstain

· Motion passes

Discussion: D0.01 to D0.02 changes, Necati Canpolat
· Two new proposals confirmed and incorporated into base draft: MIH and network selection

Revised downselection procedure: 11-06/1567r0, Matthew Gast
· Discussion

· Stephen McCann: The internal review will include everybody, including non-voting members

· Dave Stephenson: question on requirement check: is this only mandatory?

· Answer: yes, can revise it on the slide

· Dave Stephenson: Does "75%" mean votes or resolved comments?
· Answer: votes, not comments

· Changes were incorpoated as revision 1 and will be uploaded after the vote

Motion: "Move that TGu adopt the procedure in 11-06/1567r1 as the revised downselection procedure."

· Moved by Matthew Gast, seconded by Srini Sreeemanthula

· No discussion on the motion, and no objection to calling the question

· Vote: 20 in favor, 0 not in favor, 2 abstain

· Motion passes (75% required)

Presentation: 11-06/1647, Emergency Call number support Donghee Shim
· Discussion

· Necati Canpolat: Concern about Beacon and Probe expansion, especially for something that is not application layer.

· Answer: The station use this to learn the emergency call number before beginning call.  The reason for bringing this to the IEEE is that it makes the most sense.
· Comment: It was the intent to do this at SIP level rather than layer 2.

· Matthew Gast: This is data that should be authenticated for best response time, and Probe/Beacon is not authenticated.  That could lead to an unacceptable delay in contacting emergency services.

· Dave Stephenson: Can explain the situation where there is a problem: the phone has not yet SIP registered, so this enables the situation where the first call is to to the emergency services.  This lets the phone interpret the number as a local emergency number rather than a partial number or mistake dialing.

· Srini Sreemanthula: Right now, the terminals are configured with all emergency numbers where the phones can be used, and the terminal can detect that is an emergency call and generates appropriate signaling.  Once the terminal identifies it as an ougoing emergency call, it does not matter where it is going.

· Answer: Many phones do not store all the emergency call numbers for all of the countries.  There are also numbers that may be used for emergency calls in one country but are used by operators in other countries.

· Carl Kain: The way that the U.S. PSTN works is that N11 is not a valid area code, and the value of N (911, 711, 511, 311, etc) determines routing.

· George Baumiller: Will there be rules that allow unregistered calls to make terminals?
· Answer (Necati Canpolat): Our current draft allows them to make calls while not registered.

· Stephen McCann: It seems that there is something to check here.

· Dave Stephenson: This is a good topic for ad hoc or teleconferences.

Presentation: 11-06/1648, STA Location for emergency call support in SSPN Interface, Donghee Shim
· Comment on slide 4, Dave Stephenson: First bullet point is incorrect.  Availability of 11k/11v location data does not depend on regulation.

· Stephen McCann: This appears to be a L3/L4 facility, and therefore out of scope for 802.11.
· Dave Stephenson: Practically, this is difficult to accomplish.  11k/11v may be good enough?

· Srini Sreemanthula: Why does location information come from SSPN?  The access network may provide this data.

· Necati Canpolat: We must draw the line somewhere and provide basic, focused L2 connectivity for call transport.

· Matthew Gast: Why does the location data need to be more accurate than existing wired technology?
· Answer (Stephen McCann): This comes from the cellular world, and the regulations are independent of technology and may nonetheless apply to WLAN.

The chair asked if there was an objection to recess until 8:00 Wednesday.  Seeing no objection, the meeting recessed at 3:33 pm.
Wednesday, November 15, 2006, 1:30 PM to 3:30 PM
Co-Chairs: Vivek Gupta and Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Meeting called to order by Stephen at 8:08 am CST.  Agenda is 21-06/0815r1.

· Attendance reminder
· 802.11 private members area password can now access 802.21 private area

· Internal TGu review: 802.21 members are allowed to make comments
Presentation: 11-06/1789r0 (also 21-06/817), Inputs from 802.21 to questions from TGu, Vivek Gupta
· Comment: Concern that not all operators run physical infrastructure (e.g. Skype)
· Comment: Need vendor-specific element in 802.21 query language

· Comment (Dave Stephenson): QoS stats depend on AP load and configuration; that makes this a request for dynamic data
· Answer: Can a range capture the general characteristic, and would that be useful?

· Comment (George Babut): Should QoS be definied by QoS classes?  That would minimize need of computation in terminal, and it is easier to match a class.

· Comment (Christian Kuhtz): From an operator perspective, it is hard to justify QoS separation.  It makes much more sense to define QoS "products" that map onto each of the access media.

· Comment (Christian Kuhtz): IMS is sometimes excluded

· Comment (Nada Golmie): The descriptors characterize app requirements, and do not necessarily get used to extract access network measurements, so this is left as implementation-dependent.

· Comment (Stephen McCann): One requirement in TGu was mapping 11e QoS to the network side (end-to-end QoS), but our conclusion was this is not possible due to complexity and vendor-specificity, but more importantly, we didn't have any good proposals for a complete way to do this.  From a practical point of view, this is not part of 802.11.  If anybody finds this important, submit a contribution to 11u.

· Comment (Dave Stephenson): How is information extracted?  For handover, the network information is most important (e.g. ESSID), so to what extent is AP-level information required?  Thousands of APs can be deployed in a network, and that requires synchronization of lots of information between AP management system and 802.21 services.
· Stephen McCann: agree, need to think of management entity within 802.11 AN, such as Capwap centralized controller.

· Subir Das: Dyanmic info is useful for more specific queries

· George Babut: 802.11 APs used outside homes, so AP operator needs to provide emergency services for regulators.  The first emergency call that is not terminated will result in a lawsuit.  Legal interception is also important.

· Dave Stephenson: Two concerns.  One – how much information is synchronized, which is separate from the question of how much data can be requested from a server.  Location is a service, and we should discuss that.  Who is responsible for providing location information for emergency calling?  Lawful intercept is an infrastructure requirement, and may not be needed for handover decisiosn.

· Scott Henderson: There is an ongoing series of emergency services workshops.  The FCC has mandated that anything above a certain level of VoIP service must provide location, so any intermediate service must provide information.

· Stephen McCann: Lawful intercept and emergency services location are network functions, and are within 11u.  Location is out of scope of 802.21.
· Answer (Vivek Gupta): We only provide location reporting mechanism, but there is no specification for calculation.

· George Babut: Would be happy with "yes/no" as to whether location is supported.  Agree that location is out of scope for 802.21.

· Comment (Necati Canpolat): There is no security in state 1, and this should be considered for a state 1 query.  There should be a protected field in the query.

· Comment (Stephen McCann): Can't think of a use case in state 3, and the important thing is state 1 queries.

· Question (Stephen McCann): What is the format of the operator identifier?

· Answer (Vivek Gupta): It's a network type and a free-form identifier.

· Comment (Stephen McCann): That is an SSPN.

· Question (Dave Stephenson): What about having the interworking services supported at network level instead of PoA?
· Answer (Vivek Gupta): Query is on a per-AP basis, but the query language can be changed in the draft.

· Comment (Subir Das): We also have the capability to support a true/false response for a query such as "is emergency services supported"?

· Comment (Christian Kuhtz): Why is channel excluded?  It is useful in a WLAN-MAN (citywide mesh with several channels)?

· Answer (Vivek Gupta): We received feedback that it was not good.  Perhaps this could be an option that vendors could include.

· Question (George Babut): On the query "Is VoIP supported on this WLAN?" Are we defining services now?
· Answer (Vivek Gupta): We may need to add this, but it is up to the working group.

· Follow-up (George Babut): If we are going to define services, we should be consistent with QoS.  

Presentation: 11-06/1784r0, Limiting the GAS State 1 Query Response Length, Dave Stephenson
· Comment (Yoshi Ohba): Good idea, but query request can also be large.

· Answer (Dave Stephenson): There is no means within GAS to transport more than one MSDU in query, so the query limited to 2,000 octets.  Is that sufficient?

· Question (Subir Das): Can response be 2 MSDUs?

· Answer: Yes, operator can configure anything between 0-64K.

· Question: How does MN know size of response?  What if response is too big?

· Answer: The AP drops any response that is too big.  If useful, we could return a percentage of the response.

· Comment (Necati Canpolat): If MIH response fails, we need a way to redo the query

Straw Poll: "Shall draft text in accordance with 11-06/1784r0 be developed for inclusion into the respective 802.21 and TGu amendments?"

· Vote: 33 in favor, 0 not in favor, 10 abstain

The meeting recessed 10:05 am.

Thursday, November 16, 2006, 10:30 AM to 12:30 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on Thursday, November 16 at 10:33am Central Standard Time (CST) by Stephen McCann.  The chair reviewed the agenda for the day (11-06/1653r2).
· Dave Stephenson requested a motion slot to bring the text from 11-06/1784r1 to a vote

· Attendance reminder

Presentation: 11-06/1860r0, LLDP, Manfred Arndt
· Organize joint meeting in March with 802.1ab.

Document Discussion: D0.02, Necati Canpolat
· Some clean-up may be required due to overlapping proposals.
Requirements Discussion: 11-06/1852r0, Necati Canpolat

· Procedure notes
· Stephen McCann: We don't need to vote on gray/green items, since those are partially satisfied.  What matters is that we have addressed the requirement.
· R12N2: Network selection must allow a multi-credential STA to select correct credentials

· Dave Stephenson: We have enabled a STA to pick, but how it does so is a STA-implementation decision.
· Dave Hunter: We say must allow it, but the requirement doesn't say that we have to tell how to do it.  We do not conflict.
· Stephen McCann: Any objection to make R12N2 green?  Seeing no objection, it was made green.

· R12N3: Authentication with multiple SSPNs through a single AP.
· Left as gray/green in light of upcoming tech presentation

· R12N8: Advertise online enrolment/subscription methods
· Dave Stephenson: On-line entrollment at layer 2 is the wrong place.  Propose doing two things: Formally request 802.21 to do this, and vote it as not required.

· Simon Barber: This requirement is for discovery of enrollment, but not the enrollment process itself. 

· Dave Hunter: The AP says you can get on in the clear anyway, and it is easy to see if it allows anybody on.  802.21 won't know what to do with this requirement.

· Angelo Centonza: In 802.21, information is about cost and roaming partners, and this is useful information taken in conjunction with that.

· Simon Barber: Simplest thing is to request that 802.21 add identification of enrollment availability to their work, but until they have accepted that, we will not have answered requirement.  We cannot change the requirement until 802.21 addresses it.

· Dave Hunter: Why is this not already addressed by 11i/11r?

· Simon Barber: There is a legal question about using a network without authorization.  If the network advertises enrollment, then it provides solid legal ground for a user to connect to the network.  A Beacon advertises presence, but not whether it is OK to connect.

· Stephen McCann: Is a liason statement sufficient to address the hanging requirement so we can move to internal review?

Straw Poll: "Should TGu set the requirement class of R12N8 to: (1) required, (2) not required, or (3) optional."

· Vote: 1 required, 4 not required, 12 optional
Motion: "Move that the requirement class of requirement R12N8 be set to 'Optional' and incorporate this change into document r13."

· Moved by Necati Canpolat, seconded by Matthew Gast
· No discussion on the motion, and no objection to calling the question

· Vote: 15 in favor, 1 not in favor, 2 abstain

· Motion passes

Motion: "Move that a liason request be sent to IEEE 802.21 asking them to consider requirement R13N8 and whether this is an appropriate requirement for their project."

· Moved by Necati Canpolat, seconded by Dave Stephenson

· No discussion on the motion, and no objection to calling the question

· Vote: 17 in favor, 0 not in favor, 0 abstain

· Motion passes

Motion: "Move that step 13 of the down selection process (re: 11-06-1567r1) has been satisfied and therefore commence an IEEE 802.11u internal review of the baseline draft document D0.02, finishing 1 week prior to the start of the January 2007 London interim."

· Moved by Dave Hunter, seconded by Matthew Gast
· No discussion on the motion, and no objection to calling the question

· Vote: 16 in favor, 0 not in favor, 0 abstain

· Motion passes

With no objection, the meeting recessed at 12:29 pm.
Thursday, November 16, 2006, 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM
Chair: Stephen McCann
Recording secretary: Matthew Gast

Call to order and agenda

Meeting called to order on Thursday, November 16 at 4:00 pm Central Standard Time (CST) by Stephen McCann.  The chair reviewed the agenda for the day (11-06/1653r4).

· Liason business

· David Hunter, 802.21 liason.  There are three 802.11u issues for 802.21: (1) that the know a liason letter is forthcoming based on the motion in the last session, (2) they are encouraged to participate in the TGu internal review, and (3) they want to get on to the TGu reflector, but not other 802.11 reflectors
Technical Presentation: 11-06/1473r1, Multiple SSID, Dave Stephenson
· Question (Christian Kuhtz): This is one BSSID advertising multiple SSIDs.  That approach has seen to be non-functional with legacy stations.

· Answer: We have gone to great lengths to make this legacy capable.

· Question (StephenMcCann): Is there any possibility of harmonizing mSSID and mBSSID?
· Answer: In a way, this is already harmonized because they are already complemtary.

· Question (Matthew Gast): Does this require mapping on NAI?

· Answer: Yes

· Question (Matthew Gast): Do we need to keep state from Probes to ensure VLAN mapping?

· Answer: No, use association requests.

· Question (Srini Sreemanthula): Original requirement was different SSPN uses different credentials.  There is almost no discussion of multiple SSPNs.  The problem was reduced to supporting multiple SSIDs, with a 1:1 mapping between SSID and SSPN.  Is it realistic to assume AP knows every SSPN?

· Answer: it is realistic for AP to know SSID and BSSID.  When the query goes out to the 802.21 server, that server must create binding between SSPN and (ESSID+SSID) pair.  Once the client has that information, the SSPN is not important information.

· Question (Necati Canpolat): How will it work on roaming from APs?

· Answer: It is the responsibility of infrastructure to assume that an ESSID has same services everywhere.

· Question (Junping Zhang): If two stations access one SSID and belong to different groups, there will be decrypt errors.
· Answer: If two clients are on same SSID, they must belong to the same group.  There is a GTK per SSID.

· Question (Angelo Centonza): In 802.21, a query request could provide a single SSID.  Won't you get the same information twice?

· Answer: That is necessary to support the architecture.

· Stephen McCann proposed moving further discussion to the reflector.

Straw Poll: "Is Task Group U supportive of 11-06/1473r1 and interested in having authors draft normative text for potential inclusion into TGu draft?"

· Vote: 16 in favor, 0 opposed

Technical Presentation: 11-06/1848r0, WLAN-Based Assistance for Roaming Between Heterogenous Networks, Dave Stephenson
· Question (Matthew Gast): How is the egress AP identified?
· Answer: The AP manufacturer would have to set how to make it configurable.  The operator would designate something as an egress AP.

· Question (Angelo Centonza): Is there an assumption that indoor WLAN is better than cell?

· Answer: No.  That may be true in some cases, but is not necessarily true.
· Question (Angelo Centonza): In, say, an aiport, the indoor cell coverage may be good and handover is not necessarily needed.

· Answer: The intent is to provide information to the STA to help it make good roaming decisions.  The STA does not have to use information, or even use it in a particular way.

· Comment (Angelo Centonza): Average RSSI is more reliable, so a time-average is better.

· Question (Necati Canpolat): This does not fit into requirements.  Why TGu instead of TGv?  How does this fit into the overall TGu problem domain?  This is also only valid in enterprise scenario, where you can mark an edge AP.  What about the home, where there is one AP?  In the case of mesh, devices may move around.
· Answer: This is clearly in scope, and getting on and off network is a fundamental problem.  This is more related to client networks than client management.  This is not as useful in residential or meshes.

· Question (Franz Hermodsson): 3GPP's voice call continuity project is an existing standard.

· Question (Srini Sreemanthula ): Will there be impact on native 802.11 roaming, since there is an AP marked out for special treatment?  You are still relying on the RSSI.  As you are moving indoors, you see more APs, but when you move outdoors, you don't see more APs?
· Answer: You can't get away from measuring RSSI.
· Question (Christian Kuhtz): Why not TGv?

· Answer: Nothing limits it to voice, and most of the other applications will use external networks.
Straw Poll: "Is Task Group U supportive of 11-06/1848r0 and interested in having author draft normative text for inclusion into TGu draft?"

· Vote: 8 in favor, 1 opposed

Technical Presentation: 11-06/1772r1, Proposal for User Plan Support for QoS Mapping, Junping Zhang
· Question (Srini): Is the QoS Map element already in frame?

· Answer: Yes, this is a modification.

Straw Poll: "Is Task Group U supportive of this proposal and interested in having authors draft normative text for potential inclusion into TGu draft?"

· Vote: 0 in favor, 0 opposed

Technical Presentation: 11-06/1784r1, Limiting GAS State-1 Query Response Length, Dave Stephenson
· Question: 802.21 doesn't care about client state.  How does long query in state 3 coexist with short query?
· Answer: The Client in state 1 has no IP address.  The AP and advertising server must negotiate lower size.  In state 3, the client queries directly over IP and the query can be any length.

· Question (Angelo Centonza): What happens when query is larger than max, what happens?

· Answer: Two options are drop or truncate.  It's hard to see what good a partial query would be, so this proposal drops a partial.

Motion: "Move to adopt 11-06/1784r1 text as shown on slide #5 into TGu draft text D0.02 resulting in D0.03."

· Moved by Dave Stephenson, seconded by Necati Canpolat
· Discussion on the motion
· Amjad Soomro: I am not clear on how this improves the DoS attack.

· Dave Stephenson: This limits the exposure of an unauthenticated station to take up network capacity.

· Hesham Elbakoury: We could let switch store and forward.

· Dave Stephenson: That would be a strain on the memory of the AP.

· Amjad Soomro: I think it would be more proper to have more time to consider this.
· Motion: to table the question.

· Moved by Amjad Soomro, seconded by Hesham Elbakoury

· Vote: 5 in favor, 4 against, 9 abstentions

· Motion passes.

· Motion is tabled.
Agenda re-order

· Stephen McCann proposed re-ordering the remaining agenda items as follows:

· Timeline

· Teleconferences and ad hoc meetings

· Any other business

· Liasons.
· No objection to reordering agenda.

Timeline discussion, Stephen McCann

· Stephen McCann: Suggest moving the initial letter ballot to March 2007 and recirculation to July 2007.  The sponsor ballot pool should form in July 2007, with other dates remaining unchanged.
· No objection to the proposal, adopted by unanimous consent
Teleconferences and ad hoc meetings, Stephen McCann

· Proposal

· November 29, 2006 (joint with 802.21) to be verified by 802.21 and subject to their approval

· December 12, 2007

· January 4, 2007

· February 13, 2007

· March 6, 2007

· All are at 10:00 am Eastern U.S. time

· No vote is necessary because there is a blanket authority
Any other business?

· Dave Stephenson: 802.21 has all APs in the database in the information server.  They don't know if they can abstract the AP configuration to a network configuration.  If TGu can agree on what an ESSID represents, there is a way to help them and define such an information element for the 802.21 IS.
Liasons, Stephen McCann

· 802.21 liason created in accord with earlier motion, to be presented as a working group motion.
No objections to adjourning.  Meeting adjourned at 6:00 pm CST.
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